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“Planning will work closely with the Budget Office during the FY/08
budget cycle to insure that the City is recovering 100% of the full cost,
including indirect charges, from fees derived from building and safety code
enforcement activities.

“Even though an informal analysis is performed annually in the Budget
Office during the preparation of the budget, Planning, subsequent to this
audit’s field work, performed a more detailed analysis of the costs
associated with the One Stop Shop and City-wide code enforcement
programs. The analysis looked at direct and indirect costs in the Building
& Safety, Land Development Coordination, Building & Development
Services and Construction Management activities of the One Stop Shop
Program, as well as costs associated with the Code Compliance activity of
the Code Enforcement program, a portion of the Strategic Support
Program, and the Safe Cities Strike Force activity. Based on the analysis,
Planning projects these costs will total about $12.4 million for FY/07.”
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“Planning agrees more effort should be directed toward Departmental
compliance with Administrative Instruction No. 2-2. However, the
Planning Department believes that an active effort to collect past due
accounts receivable is not required because of their regular business
processes. Before issuing a permit, the Department reviews the account to
determine if it is current. When noting the “delinquent” flag on an
account, the Department will not issue any additional permits until the
delinquency has been cleared.

“The Department will immediately begin to review and monitor the aging
reports and reconcile the accounts receivable on a monthly basis.”
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“Planning agrees with the recommendations. While KIVA is primarily a

permitting system, it is possible to generate reports that could be useful in
the reconciliation process. Planning fiscal staff will work with Treasury to
develop an acceptable reconciliation process by the end of FY/07.”
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“Planning agrees and has now put a process in place for the calculation of
impact fees to be charged. Impact fee charges are initially calculated by
Planning staff and then reviewed and approved by the Impact Fee
Administrator. Had this process been in place when impact fee collection
was first implemented, it is unlikely there would have been two incorrect
billings. Planning is not optimistic about their ability to collect for the
underbilling at this time. However, overcharged impact fees were refunded
to the contractor in April, 2006.

“An alternative method to the analysis for large watershed drainage runoff
calculations, consistent with the intent and purpose of the ordinance, has
been developed. This method is a condensed version of the elaborate and
complex matrix for determining runoff and is more easily understood by
contractors. This method does not require the timely and costly services of
a civil engineer for every project. This alternative method will be posted in
the Department for public review.”
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“Planning agrees and in January 2007 issued to all inspectors a written
policy regarding re-inspection fees. The Department policy provides that
Section supervisors are to review all correction notices and make the
determination if a re-inspection fee is to be charged. Section 113.5.8 Re-
Inspections, of the Uniform Administrative Code, Building & Safety
Division of the Planning Department (November 2006 Revised Edition as
per 0-06-43) includes guidance for re-inspections, including the charges
Jor re-inspections. Section 305.5.7 clearly spells out those circumstances
when re-inspection fees may be charged:

“l) when the permit notice card and/or address is not
conspicuously posted on the work site,

“2) the approved plans are not readily available to the
inspector,

“3) failure to provide access on the date for which an
inspection is requested,

“4) deviating from plans requiring the approval of the
building official, or

“5) a second rejection for failure to comply with the
requirements of the code.

“The Code does not require re-inspection fees for the first time a job is
rejected.
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“The Department will develop a protocol by the end of FY/07 to ensure
proper follow-up after a contractor is issued a yellow tag.”
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“Planning agrees and will work with the Office of Management and
Operations Improvement to develop more meaningful performance
measures for FY/08.”
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